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DETAILED ACTION 

Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set forth in 
37 CFR 1 .17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this application is 
eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.1 14, and the fee set forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) 
has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action has been withdrawn pursuant to 
37 CFR 1.1 14. Applicant's submission filed on 1 1/26/2008 has been entered. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 
The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Claim 10 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being indefinite for 
failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as 
the invention. 

Claim 10 recites "wherein the first electronic exchange comprises". This limitation is not 
incomplete and thus not clear. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
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such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 USPQ 459 
(1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining obviousness under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating obviousness 
or nonobviousness. 

Claims 1-2, 4-8, 10-11, 22-27 and 29-30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Ankireddipally et al (USPAP 2002001 16205) (hereinafter referred to as 
Ankireddipally) in view of Marynowski et al (US 691251 1) (hereinafter referred to as 
Marynowski). 

Re claims 1, 10 and 22: Ankireddipally teaches the method comprising: receiving from a trader a 
first order message having an order at a first electronic exchange (Fig. 11, RN {10}), and a 
market event request (section 0012, "transaction definition "), the market event request including 
a condition and an associated predetermined action to be taken on behalf of the trader, the action 
including sending an order for a second tradeable object to a second electronic exchange (Fig. 
11, RN {500}, abstract, section 0089, "transaction definition stored in data memory (not shown) 
or loaded into the memory of CX server 10" ); detecting the condition at the first electronic 
exchange (sections 0087, 0089, "the domain of primary CX 10 does not include a CXC 
registered to perform the operation designated in operation request 546"); in response to 
detecting the condition, sending a second order on behalf of the trader from the first electronic 
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exchange to the second electronic exchange, wherein the second tradeable object is different 
from the first tradeable object (section 0089), and such that the action of sending the order is 
taken on behalf of the trader by the first electronic market itself exchange using a microprocessor 
executing one or more instructions (section 0089). 

Ankireddipally does not explicitly teach that the order includes a quantity of a tradeable object at 
a first price; and the first and second electronic exchanges having computerized matching 
process configured to match orders of others for the tradeable objects, wherein tradeable objects 
matched at the first exchange are different than tradeable objects matched at the second 
exchange. 

Marynowski teaches these concepts and/or features at col. 25, lines 34-54. Therefore, it would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify and 
apply Ankireddipally's invention to an electronic exchange markets as taught by Marynowski 
whereby primary CX 10 and 500 represent first and second electronic markets 100 and 700 
respectively. Orders that cannot be matched in one of the markets can be sent to the other as 
exemplified in the Ankireddipally RN {542, 544 and 546}, thereby making the system more 
efficient. 

Re claim 2: Ankireddipally teaches wherein sending is performed in response to determining that 
the condition is satisfied (section 0087). 

Re claim 4: Ankireddipally teaches the step wherein the condition comprises at least a portion of 
the first order being filled (section 0089). 
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Re claim 5 : Ankireddipally teaches receiving a market event request message at the first 
electronic exchange that establishes a condition (sections 0012, 0087). 

Re claim 6: Ankireddipally teaches wherein the condition is in the form of a lookup table 
(sections 0012, 0087). 

Re claims 7-8, 23-25 and 30: Ankireddipally teaches sending a message from the first electronic 
exchange to the second electronic exchange instructing the second electronic exchange to modify 
the order sent on behalf of the trader, wherein the action of sending the message is taken on 
behalf of the trader by the first electronic exchange itself, wherein the modify message is sent on 
behalf of a trader when a condition has been satisfied (section 0087). 

Re claims 1 1 : Ankireddipally teaches wherein the first electronic exchange comprises software 
running at a point of access that is outside of the electronic exchange (section 0089). 

Re claims 26-27: Ankireddipally does not explicitly teach wherein the condition is based on 
news events or market events external to the first electronic exchange. However, news and 
market events external to an exchange are well known factors the influence trading in electronic 
exchanges as admitted by applicant's own disclosure (see Fig. 1). It would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to include these features. One would 
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have been motivated to do so such that upon receiving market information, appropriate actions 
can be taken by the system including adjusting or canceling the transaction. 

Re claim 29: Ankireddipally does not explicitly teach wherein the second order is intended to 
hedge risk based on a position in the first tradeable object. 

Marynowski teaches this concept and/or feature at col. 25, lines 34-54. Therefore, it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify 
Ankireddipally such that the second order is intended to hedge risk based on a position in the 
first tradeable object as taught by Marynowski. Including this functionality facilitates buying and 
selling securities and/or other items traded on the exchange to hedge at least some of the risk 
associated with the securities and/or items (col. 25, lines 36-38), thereby making the system 
more efficient. 

Claim 9 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Ankireddipally in 
view of Marynowski as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Hauk et al. (USPAP 
20030126068) (hereinafter referred to as Hauk). 

Re claim 9: Ankireddipally in view of Marynowski are as discussed above. Ankireddipally in 
view of Marynowski does not explicitly teach the step wherein the electronic exchange 
comprises a matching engine that matches bids and offers for a market according to a first-in- 
first-out (FIFO) matching algorithm. Hauk teaches the step wherein the electronic exchange 
comprises a matching engine that matches bids and offers for a market according to a first-in- 



Application/Control Number: 1 0/628,63 1 Page 7 

Art Unit: 3691 

first-out (FIFO) matching algorithm (section [0066]: "An algorithm for trade matching, based on 
prorated or FIFO trading match scheme could be incorporated"). It would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify Ankireddipally/ 
Marynowski to include the step wherein the electronic exchange comprises a matching engine 
that matches bids and offers for a market according to a first-in-first-out (FIFO) matching 
algorithm as taught by Hauk. One would have been motivated to do this so that orders are 
matched in order they are received. 

Claim 28 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Ankireddipally in 
view of Marynowski as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Wilton et al. (US 
6519574) (hereinafter referred to as Wilton). 

Re claim 28: Ankireddipally in view of Marynowski are as discussed above. Ankireddipally in 
view of Marynowski does not explicitly teach spread trade strategy. Wilton teaches spread trade 
strategy (col. 3, lines 55-65). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to modify Ankireddipally in view of Marynowski to include spread trade 
strategy as taught by Wilton. One would have been motivated to do this because spread trading 
allows parties to trade one commodity for another commodity, thereby enhancing the 
functionality of the system. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments with respect to claims have been considered but are moot in view 
of the new ground(s) of rejection. 
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Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to OLABODE AKINTOLA whose telephone number is (571)272- 
3629. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8:30AM -5:00PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Alexander Kalinowski can be reached on 571-272-6771 . The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Olabode Akintola/ 
Examiner, Art Unit 3691 



